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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
Throughout the world, cities in developing countries are struggling to cope with 
astronomical population growth that threatens to eclipse infrastructure capacities and 
cripple economic sustainability.  These trends, however, are not confined to poorer 
countries, but are also being felt in Europe, Japan, and the United States.  (Indeed, growth 
in our own Triangle Region has triggered the same troubles.)  Among the most severe 
problems resulting from this growth are congestion, smog and air pollution, and access to 
employment for the poor.  As regions become beleaguered by these conditions, public 
agencies have responded by searching for strategies to improve the efficiency of their 
transportation systems.  Some cities have created alternative transit options such as Bus 
Rapid Transit (BRT), in which buses are given a right-of-way similar to that of tramways 
and subways.  This approach has alleviated problems of congestion with varying degrees 
of success.  The city that most communities look to as the model BRT system is Curitiba, 
Brazil. 
 
Curitiba has prevented many of the aforementioned problems by establishing one of the 
first and most successful BRT systems in the world (70% of commuters use this BRT 
daily [Cervero, 1998]).  Indeed, the Curitiba system is often regarded as the premier 
model that other cities use to plan their own BRT networks.  With the second-highest 
automobile ownership rate in Brazil (one car for every 2.06 inhabitants in 2004 [IPPUC, 
2004]), one must ask why their transit system is so popular.  While the current literature 
on Curitiba analyzes the role that land use policies, travel costs, and speed of the system 
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have played, the city’s parking has received little attention.  The goal of my research is to 
analyze Curitiba’s parking management system against the current literature and to assess 
whether it is also worthy of being used as a model. 
 
CONTEXT 
 
Curitiba’s Plano Diretor 
Originally founded as the capital of the state of Paraná in the mid-19th century, Curitiba 
experienced moderate growth because of the state’s agricultural trade until the mid-20th 
century.  In 1965, the city was already growing rapidly (from 140,000 people in 1940 to 
almost 500,000 in 1965 [Herbst, 1992]).  It was then that the city needed a different 
course of growth and developed a new city plan (the Plano Diretor).  The former Agache 
Plan (named after its author, Alfred Agache) from 1943 prioritized wide boulevards and 
low density throughout the city, centering on the private automobile as the primary means 
of transportation. 
 
Planning for Public Transportation 
Instead, the city, led by architect Jaime Lerner and the newly-formed Urban Research and 
Planning Institute of Curitiba (IPPUC), created a plan that coordinated transportation and 
land use.  The main idea was that high density development should be allowed only 
around four specific corridors that would have the infrastructure necessary to transport 
these people.   Therefore, these corridors would be served by high quality transit and also 
provide high levels of mobility for private vehicles.  The result is called the trinary axis: 
three main roads that give people good access to the central business district (CBD).  The 
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central road has exclusive bus lanes and slow-moving, private vehicle traffic.  The 
external two roads are high capacity, one-way roads with limited stops, one leading into 
the CBD, the other leading outwards.   
Figure 1. Photo of Trinary Axis 
 
Photo: IPPUC 
 
This central road, where the BRT operates, is what has attracted so much attention.  
Along it is the highest density in the city, which is possible in part because of the high 
land value that the transportation access provides, but also because of strict minimum 
density requirements.   
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Figure 2. Maps of Transit Lines (express bus routes in red) and Land Use Zoning 
(high density structural axes  in red)  
   
Source: IPPUC 
For example, along the central road, the first two floors are required to be commercial 
space, and above these two floors is a minimum of six floors of residential space, even 
though this is often exceeded.  Along the external roads, density remains high but is 
slightly less, and theoretically density declines gradually with distance from the axis.  In 
practice, however, desired density is only achieved along the trinary axis, and then drops 
to two- and three-floor buildings within a block in most places. 
Figure 3. Photo of the results of minimum density requirements 
 
.Source: IPPUC 
 8
Source: IPPUC 
 
There were multiple goals in pushing density along these axes.  First, with limited 
resources, the city of Curitiba could not finance necessary infrastructure to serve 
residents and businesses scattered throughout the city.  Second, it wanted to take 
development pressure off of the downtown in order to preserve historic buildings and 
landmarks, and to avoid the types of congestion that larger Brazilian cities were already 
facing.  Third, the planners wanted to avoid the trend that morning peak traffic primarily 
travels toward the CBD, and afternoon peak travel away.  By spreading out businesses, 
offices, and residences along the axes, people travel in every direction throughout the 
day.  This ensures that the limited investments in infrastructure will be well used instead 
of over-investing to respond to peak hour demands in only one direction at a time.   
Fourth, with high density around the axes, public transportation becomes more efficient 
by transporting more people over smaller distances, and the city can avoid subsidizing it.   
 
Jaime Lerner recognized early on that the quality of the 
pedestrian environment is crucial to the success of the 
BRT system and to reducing automobile use.  Therefore, 
Curitiba officially prioritizes public transportation and 
walking over the private automobile.  The first major act 
to represent this policy came in 1972 when Mayor Lerner 
converted Rua XV de Noviembre into Brazil’s first 
pedestrian-only street, which was soon called Rua das 
Flores (Flowers Street).  Much to the business owners’ 
Figure 4. Rua das Flores 
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surprise, commerce increased, and soon 49 downtown blocks were made into pedestrian 
malls (Rabinovitch, 1996).  This proved the economic feasibility of pedestrian priority 
and of limiting automobile access to the CBD.  Another example of improving the 
pedestrian environment includes requirements to build arcades above the sidewalk of the 
central road of the trinary axis.  
 
Other Bus Innovations 
In addition to the land use policies for dense axes and pedestrian policies, a lot of energy 
has been spent on making the BRT system more attractive to riders.  These stem from the 
ideas of simplicity and low cost, but most importantly effectiveness.  These include: 
• Tube Stations (Tubos), where passengers pay upon entering, which allow them to 
board and alight simultaneously.  The Tubos are also at the same height as the 
buses, which speeds up this process further and makes possible faster wheelchair 
accessibility.   
• Signal prioritization at intersections, which is important to minimize time spent 
waiting at red lights. 
• High capacity buses. These 82 foot, bi-articulated buses, which only few cities in 
the world employ, can carry up to 270 passengers and have five doors for fast 
boarding and alighting. 
• Short headways ensure that reduce out of-vehicle-travel time and improve the 
popularity and convenience of the system.  During peak hours, these headways 
can be as short as 70 seconds (McKee, 2001). 
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• Low cost of establishing the system and the low maintenance and operating 
expenses that provide financial and political will to maintain the system as an 
integral parts of the city.  
• The fare integration system which allows free transfers among different lines 
within terminals and makes transportation possible for low income residents to 
most parts of the city.  This enhances the role not only for public transportation in 
general but more specifically for the trunk and feeder system. 
• Simple technology.  Its advantage is that it can be built quickly.  In an interview, 
Jaime Lerner stated that construction time can be as short as six months, as 
opposed to years for rail systems (Herbst, 1992). 
 
CURITIBA AND PARKING 
 
Land use and bus system details are only some of the policy tools available to city 
governments to promote public transportation.  One that has recently received attention is 
parking.   The recent nature of this attention to parking may be the cause for which 
Curitiba’s parking management policies have been mostly ignored.  However, 
Rabinovitch and Cervero write briefly about parking.  Rabinovitch states that “In the 
traditional center … [n]ew parking areas are not allowed…” but that in other areas, 
parking requirements are necessary for building permits or new commercial activities 
(Rabinovitch, 1996).   
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Two years later, Robert Cervero writes in Transit Metropolis “[In Curitiba, o]ff-street 
parking is privately owned and very expensive” (Cervero, 1998).  He briefly sums up the 
situation: 
… Within structural axes, the city imposed no parking requirements until the early 
1980s… In practice, off-street parking was supplied, though at far lower levels than 
found elsewhere in the city.  Since higher-income households owned most of the 
condominiums that lined the transitway, parking demands quickly outstripped supplies,… 
In the early 1980s, the city imposed the same parking standards as elsewhere in the city… 
Even retail shops within the structural axes today face the same parking standards as 
retail plazas on the periphery of the city.  In fact, retail parking demands in outlying areas 
tend to be less than along transitways since poor households without cars generally reside 
on the outskirts and shop nearby… Incomes rather than urban densities are clearly the 
stronger determinant of parking demand in Curitiba.  
 
Other than this brief description, the only quantitative data that exists on Curitiba’s 
parking are minimum parking requirements.   
 
The goal of this paper is to extend the knowledge of Curitiba’s transportation and land 
use policies to parking.  While other land use policies work to support the BRT system 
and prioritize public transportation, Curitiba’s parking policies should be no different.  It 
will examine the literature available on parking, which describes the various costs and 
problems with providing parking and minimum parking requirements, and concludes that 
large supplies and low prices of parking encourage single-occupant driving and 
discourage public transit use.  Through case studies, it examines parking supply and price 
in areas surrounding five stations along the BRT network (one central, two terminals, and 
two mid-line stations).  This data, in addition to interviews and personal experience, is 
then analyzed within a framework of factors that influence parking: socio-demographic, 
urban form, demand, policies and politics.  These comparisons will show that high supply 
(even in the CBD), low prices, and minimum parking requirements contradict the 
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literature and promote automobile driving.  This will prove my hypothesis null, that 
Curitiba’s parking management system does not support its BRT.   
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II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
The central issue that transportation addresses is access from an origin to a destination.  
In many places, the automobile is the preferred (or only) means of transportation.  In 
order to provide access for automobiles to a destination, these destinations require 
parking.  Without it, the driver only has mobility and drives around without being able to 
stop.  But the quality of the place makes the destination worth traveling to, and high 
quality places rarely have abundant parking.  Planners must play a balancing act between 
creating a high quality place and making it accessible in an auto-oriented environment.  
Parking is only one way to achieve this, but not necessarily the best.  
 
The negative effects of parking have gone practically unnoticed until the 1990s in the 
United States.  Internationally, motorization rates are increasing around the world, and 
many countries are looking to our strategies for managing their automobile supply.  This 
section will examine the literature on parking, discussing how parking became ubiquitous 
because of minimum parking requirements, costs and benefits of parking, supply, and its 
effects on transit ridership.  Most of the research produced on parking comes from the 
United States.  Therefore, the outcome of this review will be biased towards situations 
within this country.  However, important ideas come from this research that can be 
applied universally.  
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MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS 
 
In the beginning of the 20th century in the United States, parking was never a problem, 
because most people did not own cars, and the few that did simply parked along the curb.  
But as the price of cars declined and ownership rose, the lack of attention to parking led 
to many problems, the biggest of which was congestion from double parking and parkers 
searching for spaces (Shoup, 2005). 
 
The solution for most communities was to adopt off-street parking requirements.  Within 
only a few years after World War II, most communities in the country had them.  These 
requirements stated that each land use or type of business generates a certain amount of 
traffic and that they should provide enough parking for the traffic they generate.  The 
required quantities were determined by one of two methods.  The first is the American 
Planning Association’s Planning Advisory Service’s recommendation that parking 
requirements be adequate to absorb all peak demand.  They and the Institute of Traffic 
Engineers have calculated figures for each land use based on the traffic they attract.  The 
problem with their research is that they normally conduct it in suburban areas with free 
parking and limited transit.  Requirements for many land uses are not even based on this 
research, and their origins are unknown.  This process assumes that drivers will not react 
to changes in parking based on price and that mode choice is invariable (Shoup, 2005).  It 
also assumes that all traffic generated will be automobile traffic, which is a self-fulfilling 
prophecy, as we will see.  The second method of determining minimum parking 
requirements is to simply copy those of similar cities, which is equally unscientific. 
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The problems with these requirements have been sparsely documented until recently, 
which may explain why this process has been replicated in many cities around the world.   
 
PARKING PROBLEMS AND COSTS 
 
Despite the need to address congestion and spillover parking problems related to a 
constrained supply, off-street parking has many costs that are usually ignored.  Problems 
include the environment, aesthetics, safety, land use, development patterns, cost, 
economic development, affordable housing, and sprawl.   
 
Environmentally, parking lots themselves seem rather benign.  However, surface parking 
creates some of the most polluted run-off water that communities are faced with (ULI, 
2000).  Rainwater has to flow somewhere, and in nature it usually soaks into the ground 
where it is absorbed by plants or filters through to the groundwater table.  It also flows 
into streams and rivers or simply evaporates.  However, when a natural open area is 
covered with an impermeable surface such as a parking lot, rainwater flows into a gutter 
and is then deposited directly into a stream, river or lake.  On its way, the rainwater takes 
with it dust, oil, antifreeze, tire rub-off, litter, yard or pet waste, and other elements that it 
finds in its way and brings it very efficiently to the nearest waterway without being 
filtered by a single mechanism, either mechanical or natural.  In addition, many 
communities are finding that surface parking lots are heating up run-off water, disrupting 
temperatures in streams, and in some cases making them unlivable for many species.  
(Dane Co., Wisconsin, was the first community in the country to include temperature 
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effect in measuring run-off pollution because of the abundance of trout streams and trout 
fishermen who enjoy them.) 
 
Aesthetically, parking structures are rarely pleasant places.  Be they parking lots that 
resemble barren wastelands, or garages that make one marvel at the money people are 
willing to spend on cars, there is little debate on this fact.  Mark Childs writes: 
The typical design of parking lots as simply a monofunctional expanse of cheap asphalt 
and a net of white lines is wasteful and destructive.  This land, which should be vital and 
delightful, is often […] ugly.  The standard design aims to provide for the safety of cars 
and their drivers, but once drivers step from their vehicles and become pedestrians, the lot 
turns into an unfriendly place.  Despite their built-in supply of people, parking lots are 
often barely inhabited and thus are places ripe for crime.  Neighbors will not linger long 
to converse over their grocery carts if the lot has no real shade, if cars continually 
threaten them, and if there is no place to sit, to get a drink, or to eat a snack (Childs, 
1999). 
 
As far as urban landscape is concerned, parking has many serious consequences.  
Underground parking, which usually connects the driver with her desired building via 
internal elevator or indoor stairway, empties sidewalks of potential pedestrians.  These 
pedestrians could be customers of nearby shops, eyes on the street (à la Jane Jacobs), 
neighbors, etc. who are effectively eliminated because they were afforded the luxury of 
not having to park on the street.  This leaves the streetscape empty, as Donald Shoup 
states, and creates the perception that they are “threatening” (Shoup, 2005). 
 
Parking garages and surface parking lots, in addition to being extremely expensive, are 
often built in or near downtown or pedestrian-friendly areas at the expense of other 
buildings (Hass-Klau, 1992). In many cases, these buildings are older and in need of 
repair, and the owner finds it more cost effective or profitable to raze them and replace 
them with parking spaces, especially in areas with little parking supply like downtowns 
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where a fee can be charged.  However, the potential for renovating these older buildings, 
thus economically enhancing the community, serving as historical landmarks, providing 
property taxes and potential places for human interaction, are all denied in the name of 
automobile access to the few buildings that have escaped the parking “demolition ball.” 
 
Parking can also threaten the safety of users of other modes.  On-street parking creates 
potential hazards for bicycles, which are often struck by car doors opening.  Children 
who are too short to be seen through car windows can also dart out into traffic from 
between parked cars.  In addition, driveways to off-street parking garages and lots 
increase the perceived danger to pedestrians from cars pulling in and out.    
 
In suburban areas, where high levels of parking are usually mandated, such requirements 
have important and drastic land use ramifications (ULI, 2000).  With high parking 
requirements that do little to increase the value of a development, developers look even 
harder for the cheapest land in order to mitigate the costs (Wilson, 1995).  This in turn 
hurts land owners because developers must lower the price they are willing to pay in 
order to mitigate the costs of parking and the reduced value of the development.  Another 
problem of looking for the cheapest land is that developers have to build farther out from 
the urban center than desired, perpetuating sprawl even more.  
 
Many communities also use parking requirements as an undercover growth management 
tool. The ample parking developers must construct leads to lower densities and higher 
land consumption.  (Wilson, 1995)  The Urban Land Institute  states that “many land uses 
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require as much or more paved parking as building space.  For example, a shopping 
center providing 5 parking spaces per 1,000 square feet […] has approximately 1,500 
square feet of paved parking for each 1,000 square feet [of retail space]” (ULI, 2000).   
 
With regards to housing, it is more profitable to build fewer, more expensive units 
because building more, less expensive units requires more parking.  Indeed, parking 
requirements can be an obstacle to provide affordable housing.  In brownfield 
developments, providing one parking space can increase the cost of the unit 12.5 – 25%. 
Public agencies that provide subsidies to affordable housing also feel the pain.  An 
$80,000 unit with no parking requires a subsidy of only $4,000.  But add one parking 
space and the subsidy jumps to almost $13,000.  By reducing parking requirements, 
public agencies could afford to subsidize more affordable housing units with the same 
budget (Litman, 2005).  In addition, households that do not own vehicles most likely live 
in rented, multi-family housing in urban areas (typically well served by transit) and have 
low incomes (see figure 5).  These are exactly the criteria for households targeted to live 
in affordable housing.  
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Figure 5. Proportion of Households Without Vehicles in the U.S. 
 
Source: Bureau of Transportation Statistics, 2001 
 
Ironically, the Urban Land Institute states in its report “The Dimensions of Parking” that 
“a parking facility is not by itself a traffic generator, but rather supports the demand for 
nearby land uses” (ULI, 2000).  This statement seems logical enough, in that the 
businesses in an area generate traffic.  The irony, however, is that numerous studies prove 
that providing parking induces automobile travel (especially when coupled with low 
transit service), and that the majority of this travel is done by single occupants because 
parking is usually free (Wilson, 1995, Dueker, 1998).  Therefore, parking may not be a 
traffic generator, but it is a vehicle-traffic generator. 
 
Willson and Shoup (1990), in their study on employer-paid parking and its effect on 
mode choice, found that free parking encourages single-occupant vehicle (SOV) driving.  
This makes sense considering the fact that the subsidy of free parking makes driving 
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cheaper.  Also telling is that when employers reduced or eliminated free parking, SOV 
driving decreased, and carpooling and transit use increased.  Consequently, another 
negative outcome of free (or cheap) parking is SOV driving.  
 
Most people think that the cost of a good or service should be incurred by the consumer.  
In the case of free parking, it is only free to the driver.  Everyone pays the cost of the 
parking space through higher prices (usually as a result of higher rent for the business), 
regardless of a customer’s mode choice (Shoup, 2005).  This makes the actual cost 
distribution of parking unfair to users of other modes. 
 
Normally, minimum parking requirements dictate the number of spaces a developer will 
build based on the initial use of the building.  In most communities, however, if the initial 
business leaves, the space is only available to another business requiring as many or 
fewer spaces.  If a business that requires more spaces wishes to occupy the building, they 
must prove that they are providing these additional spaces somewhere else.  This leads to 
empty buildings, especially in the CBD where land is scarce and expensive and also leads 
to more development in greenfields where parking can be built more cheaply (Shoup, 
2005).    
 
BENEFITS OF PARKING 
 
Despite the aforementioned problems with parking, there are certain recognized benefits.  
On-street parking can slow automobile traffic, making streets safer for bicyclists and 
pedestrians.  In many communities in Europe, on-street parking is used as chicanes to 
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make the road appear narrower and slow traffic in residential areas (Hass-Klau, 1992).  It 
can be an effective buffer between vehicle traffic in the street and the pedestrian 
environment on the sidewalk, making walking more pleasant.  Many communities use 
off-street parking as a technique to prevent or reduce spillover traffic from nearby 
business activities or higher density residential developments (Wilson, 1995).  Indeed, the 
rationale for requiring off-street parking in the first place was to reduce demand for on-
street parking.  This benefit, however, ignores other effective strategies to prevent 
spillover parking such as residential parking permits, time limits on parking, and parking 
meters (Dueker, 1998). 
 
PARKING SUPPLY 
 
Minimum parking requirements essentially guarantee a large supply of off-street parking, 
especially in the U.S.  This leads many drivers to expect that parking will be available, 
and usually free.  On the other hand, cities in Europe have adopted an opposite approach.  
For example Copenhagen, Denmark, is reducing its supply of parking by 2-3% per year.  
In Munich, Germany, parking supply reduction is used as the chief device to decrease car 
travel, especially to the inner city (Cervero, 1998).   
 
A large off-street parking supply leaves on-street spaces unused or underused.  This 
eliminates any of the benefits of parking discussed above, especially to the pedestrian.  
But despite eliminating the need for on-street spaces, many road design specifications 
insist on roads wide enough for parked cars on each side.  Therefore, the public, on-street 
supply is abundant but unnecessary.  To make on-street parking even less attractive, 
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many communities make using them illegal at certain times of the day, such as at night 
(for example in Stevens Pt., WI).  This poses the question: why design for them in the 
first place? 
 
Internationally, it is instructive to look at how other cities are handling on-street parking.  
In Europe, planners recognize that automobile use and public transportation are 
competing modes, and restricting parking supply is used to tip the scales towards transit.  
In Zurich, Switzerland, on-street parking is scarce, and in Munich, on-street parking is 
actually being eliminated in the CBD and near train stations to promote transit, bicycling 
and walking (Cervero, 1998).     
 
As stated above, minimum parking requirements ensure a large supply of off-street 
parking.  According to Childs, “there are approximately seven parking stalls for every car 
in an American city” (Childs, 1999). In a study by Richard Wilson, peak parking filled 
only about half of the suburban parking supply (figure 6) (Wilson, 1995).  Theoretically, 
then, the seven parking stalls for every car can be reduced to three or four and parking 
would still be free.  The ULI states that the ideal parking requirements are those that fit 
local needs (ULI, 2000).  However, this is rarely done, partly because many local 
governments lack the resources to conduct studies on their own parking needs (Wilson, 
1995).   
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Figure 6. Parking Supply and Demand  
 
Source: Wilson, 1995 
 
Despite all the problems and costs associated with providing parking, communities have 
various reasons for requiring it.  Many communities see adequate parking as a key to the 
success of a development project, and thus take a stake in requiring it.  This comes from 
the notion that automobile accessibility is the only type of accessibility, and in many 
communities it is.  Moreover, some tenants have a high parking demand, and local 
governments feel that the development should accommodate them and their occasional 
peaks.  Finally, future uses of the development may require more parking than current 
tenants need, and towns and cities usually have no future recourse to demand it.  
Therefore, they require it in advance to prevent potential shortages (Wilson, 1995).  
 
The ULI states that zoning should not require excessive parking (ULI, 2000).  It claims 
that excessive parking, in addition to being a cost burden on the developer and tenant, 
accounts for unused and inefficiently used land.  The developer, in providing an attractive 
space to locate, can better spend the same amount of money on building amenities (ULI, 
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2000).  This comes in light of the fact that the supply of parking is much higher than 
demand throughout suburban developments (Wilson, 1995). The vicious cycle begins as 
an over-supply of parking creates an over-demand (because of the low price relative to 
the cost), which is then observed and used to set future parking requirements of over-
supply. The fact that most offices never fill their parking capacity is rarely observed 
(Shoup, 1995), and this idea can be extended to shopping centers and other developments 
as previously shown by Wilson.  
 
All of this research shows that U.S.-style minimum parking requirements are excessive, 
wasteful, and expensive and lead to oversupplies that cause more driving.  The over-
supply of off-street parking renders on-street parking more or less useless, eliminating 
benefits to pedestrians and bikers.  However alternatives exist and are currently 
implemented, such as maximum parking allowances.   
 
MAXIMUM PARKING 
 
In contrast to minimum parking requirements, several major cities set parking 
maximums.  Portland has recently outlawed new surface parking, and San Francisco 
allows very few parking spaces per residential development to be built (0.25-0.75) 
(Shoup, 2005).  This is a much needed improvement, because a lack of restrictive parking 
policies leads to more parking spaces and high rates of (SOV) traffic.  In CBDs, Shoup 
writes that parking should be capped because of the natural advantage that downtowns 
provide: proximity.  Parking, because it reduces density, should be restricted in order to 
preserve the pedestrian qualities and the advantage that transit holds in these areas.  
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Therefore, instituting maximum parking allowances increases the potential for higher 
transit use and a more friendly pedestrian atmosphere. 
 
PARKING AND PRICES 
 
The costs of parking have received little attention until the past decade.  The trend in the 
United States (except in large cities) is that minimum parking requirements ensure an 
oversupply of parking, so that parking is free for 99% of automobile trips (Shoup, 1995).  
This oversupply, as stated above, increases driving and single occupancy vehicle rates 
because the variable costs per trip are much less than they should be.  Parking is expected 
to be free, while future models of parking demand are based on the artificial over-supply 
of free parking.  This has been documented in the U.S. but is true in any part of the 
world. 
 
As proof of the effects of free parking, results of pricing parking are telling.  Shoup 
shows that when drivers pay, they drive less (Shoup, 1995). This seems intuitive 
considering that, when priced, parking would follow other economic rules.  With regards 
to transit, studies show that raising the price of parking has a higher impact on increasing 
transit ridership than improving service does (Dueker, 1998).  Many cities in other 
countries have already adopted measures to reduce parking supply.  Copenhagen has 
raised parking prices in areas well served by transit, and Ottawa is eliminating free 
parking for federal employees (Cervero, 1998).   
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Parking meters at on-street spaces can also help determine travelers’ mode choice.  
Munich has raised its parking meter rates in order to reduce demand for parking.  This is 
shown to be effective in increasing turnover rates and discouraging long-term parking 
(Cervero, 1998).   
 
Absent of parking requirements, a tax on individual parking spaces has been shown to 
reduce parking demand and increase transit ridership.  However, this is very difficult to 
implement politically and administratively (Dueker, 1998), but government regulation 
can affect prices of private supply by restricting supply itself.  Privately owned parking is 
very expensive in Zurich, and in Munich, parking garages are forbidden (Cervero, 1998). 
 
PARKING, TRANSIT, AND URBAN FORM 
 
While transit can increase parking demand in areas that serve as regional hubs, parking’s 
effect on urban transit is far more instructive.  Because of the inverse relationship 
between transit ridership and parking supply, common sense tells us that we should 
regulate parking.  Indeed, that is exactly what Copenhagen and Munich are doing.  
Munich is reducing parking supply around train stations and in the CBD, and 
Copenhagen has higher parking prices in areas well served by transit (Cervero, 1998).   
  
Downtowns in many cities around the world are known for their walkability due to the 
fact that most were built before the advent of the automobile.  In order to provide 
accessibility for those who live outside of downtown without the negative effects of 
providing parking (tearing down buildings, ruining the pedestrian environment, requiring 
 27
expensive parking structures from developers), public transit is essential.  Some consider 
transit access important to pedestrianize formerly auto-oriented streets because they can 
replace car trips (Hass-Klau, 1992).  
 
Generally, downtowns need less parking than suburban shopping centers because of their 
pedestrian accessibility (Barr, 1997).  Many cities have recognized this and acted upon it.  
For example, downtown Ottawa is reducing its supply, and in Edinburgh, Scotland the 
parking is situated outside of the downtown in order to promote walkability and reduce 
traffic (Cervero, 1998).   
 
Park and Rides 
Transit stations that act as regional hubs usually have park and ride lots.  In areas of low 
density, such as much of the U.S., these park and ride lots make the hub much less 
sensitive to distance with regards to attracting ridership.  Since a larger share of 
passengers come from farther away, stations require lower density to be financially 
feasible (Bernick and Cervero, 1997).  This is important in order to reduce automobile 
travel into cities, but ideally would only be considered a first step in increasing density 
around the stops and within the rest of the region.  Also, parking can be replaced with 
bicycle parking facilities since people are willing to bike longer distances than they are 
willing to walk. 
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III. HYPOTHESIS 
 
H0: The city of Curitiba uses parking policies to support the development of its BRT.   
 
Curitiba is most famous for the way it integrates land use and transportation planning.  
Specifically, the structural trinary axes of the city have been intentionally designed to be 
served by the high capacity BRT system.  Indeed, many of the decisions involving 
Curitiba’s urban development have been based on the importance of public transportation 
over the private automobile.   
 
Therefore, one would expect that Curitiba would have a comprehensive parking plan or 
policy that would also support the public transportation system.  This paper’s hypothesis 
is that Curitiba uses parking policy as a tool to promote public transportation.  The 
objective of this paper is to examine an often overlooked aspect of Curitiba’s land use 
and transportation system: parking.  Previous literature on Curitiba’s transportation1 
focuses on the BRT itself, and land use development with regards to use and density.  
However, there is only slight mention of parking.  This vagueness paints an incomplete 
picture of Curitiba’s land use and transportation policies, and an incomplete picture of 
urban transportation and land use planning in general.  I wish to narrow the gap of 
understanding on the interaction of these two aspects of urban planning.  The result will 
be an overview of the comprehensiveness of Curitiba’s transportation policies and 
network. 
                                                 
1 For example Rabinovitch, 1996,; Raemakers, 1998; Cervero, 1998; IPPUC website 
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 In order to test the validity of this hypothesis, this paper will document issues of parking 
in Curitiba, including supply, demand, pricing, socio-demographic information, and 
regulation.  To prove the hypothesis correct, I will need to show that Curitiba’s parking 
management policies and practices promote bus ridership based on the literature 
reviewed.   Therefore, my expectations are that: 
 
• Parking in the CBD is limited based on the premium of space.  However, Curitiba’s 
conscious effort to grow linearly, not concentrically, should play a role in keeping 
demand and consequently price in the CBD more equal with (although still higher 
than) other areas. 
• As density declines farther from the CBD, parking supply will increase, and prices 
will decrease because land is cheaper and pedestrian access is lower. 
• Following Cervero, parking demand in the south terminals will be low, and increase 
towards the center as median incomes increase.  This will also cause prices to rise. 
• In areas with higher commercial density, parking supply will be more expensive.   
• In areas of higher income, more parking will exist, although prices will be higher 
because of demand from higher-income customers. 
• Parking in all areas will be relatively expensive compared to median income.   
• The parking policies will limit or restrict new parking supply in the CBD.  Jonas 
Rabinovitch (1996, p. 56) stated that additional parking was restricted, and this is 
expected to remain true. 
 30
IV. METHODS 
 
This paper will examine the actual outcomes of Curitiba’s parking management by 
employing case studies of specific locations and interviews with citizens and members of 
the local government.  Locations were chosen because they represent different types of 
development and demographics.  As representative samples I have chosen one terminal 
within the CBD, two outer ring terminals, and two mid-route stops (each terminal and 
mid-route stop are along the same line).  The specific sites were chosen based on their 
level of development, because the goal of determining Curitiba’s parking management 
cannot be achieved in undeveloped areas. Below are descriptions of the specific sites and 
the lines they lie on.  
 
In order to test the validity of the hypothesis that Curitiba uses parking policies to support 
the development of its BRT, this paper will document issues of parking in Curitiba, 
including supply, demand, pricing, socio-demographic information, and regulation.  In 
order to prove the hypothesis correct, I will need to show based on the literature reviewed 
that Curitiba’s parking management policies and practices promote bus ridership.   
 
THE LINES 
 
Colloquially, the two lines along which the study areas lie are simply referred to by their 
end terminals (Pinheirinho and Boqueirão).  In order to avoid confusion, I will use the 
labels Line 1 for the Pinheirinho line and Line 2 for the Boqueirão line.  The first line 
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containing the Estação Petit Carneiro and Terminal Pinheirinho leads towards the 
Southwest out of the CBD through a number of wealthy neighborhoods (in which the 
mid-route Petit Carneiro is located) to the city’s industrial sector (Terminal Pinheirinho).  
About halfway along the line, fewer buildings exist that were developed with the 
minimum density requirements of the trinary axis.  According to both research and 
appearance, household incomes decline with distance from the CBD.   
 
In order to arrive at Terminal Pinheirinho, the traveler must transfer at Terminal Capão 
Raso, because that is the final destination for the north-south line transecting the entire 
city.  The Pinheirinho line leads northwards only until Praça Rui Barbosa and was 
planned in order to address high transit demand along this part of the route.  This line 
follows the typical trinary axis with high capacity, one-way automobile corridors leading 
into and out of the downtown on either side (a block away), and the exclusive bus lanes 
with slow auto traffic in the middle.  It is along this middle road that the pedestrian 
priorities described above are focused, with commercial space on the first and second 
floors and high mandatory residential density above. 
 
The second line, which contains Estação João Viana Seiler and Terminal Carmo, is not 
the typical trinary line, but rather represents an axis resembling Bogotá’s Transmilenio.  
There is only one corridor containing three auto lanes on each side of the exclusive bus 
lanes.  The area is also not zoned at the same high density, because the lack of trinary 
characteristics provides a lower level of infrastructure capacity.  This line was never 
considered one of the typical structural axes, but rather as a necessary afterthought to 
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connect the areas that rural migrants spontaneously inhabited with the employment-rich 
CBD.  It leads through low-density development (in which Estação João Viana Seiler is 
located), and past many auto-oriented businesses such as car dealerships, mechanics, and 
car stereo shops.  This road is loud and uninviting to the pedestrian, even just a few stops 
outside the CBD.  Buildings are typically not more that two or three stories in height and 
big-box stores with enormous parking lots are not uncommon.  Small, neighborhood 
shops are smaller and less common.  
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Figure 7. The Case Study Sites 
 
Praça Rui 
Barbosa
Estação João 
Viana Seiler
Estação Petit 
Carneiro 
Terminal 
Carmo 
Terminal 
Pinheirinho
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THE SITES 
 
In order to assess the concrete outcomes of Curitiba’s parking management system, the 
area within a 400m (approx ¼ mile) radius around five different stations of the express 
(BRT) bus system were examined.  (Because of technological limits, the radii for the 
non-terminal stations were drawn around the nearest fuel station, which in both cases was 
less than 100 feet away from the actual station.) These routes are an obvious choice 
because of their importance in Curitiba’s reputation and that they serve as the lesson that 
most other cities draw upon when they look to Curitiba as an example.   
Table 1. Comparison of Case Study Stations 
Study Area Type of Station Line 
Integrated with 
other lines Trinary
Income 
Levels 
Rua da 
Cidadania 
Off-street 
Parking 
Praça Rui 
Barbosa 
Downtown 
Transfer 
Station 
All No No High Yes Yes 
Est. Petit 
Carneiro Station 1 No Yes High No No 
Terminal 
Pinheirinho Terminal 1 Yes Yes 
Low-
Medium Yes Yes 
Est. João 
Viana Seiler Station 2 No No 
Low-
Medium No No 
Terminal 
Carmo Terminal 2 Yes No Medium Yes Yes 
 
The Stations 
Although figures on density, income, vehicle ownership, and ages were not available for 
the specific study areas, the demographic and density descriptions reflect data on the 
entire district (bairro) in which the stations lie.   
 
Praça Rui Barbosa – This downtown station is the main transfer hub (located in the 
Centro district) for four of the five BRT express routes and dozens of conventional 
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routes.  This is not an integrated fare terminal like the others are because it was created 
before the integrated fare system existed.  Rather, it is simply a point where many 
different lines converge.  As one would expect, there is a high level of mixed uses, 
including a market, a church, a hospital, residences, pharmacies, schools, etc.  It is also 
within blocks of the Rua das Flores, the pedestrian street that began Jaime Lerner’s goal 
to make the downtown more walker-friendly.  Parking around this stop is either private 
surface lots, underground, or paid on-street.  The Praça itself contains a large 
underground lot. There is also surface parking for employees at certain destinations, such 
as schools and the hospital. 
Figure 8. GIS Map of street layout around Praça Rui Barbosa 
 
Source: IPPUC 
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Figure 9. Photo of Praça Rui Barbosa from South side of the Praça 
 
.Source: IPPUC 
 
Estação Petit Carneiro – This stop is between the Água Verde and Vila Isabel districts.  
This is a middle- to upper-income area, with high car ownership and median incomes 
almost three times the city’s median.  Density is also almost three times the density for 
the entire city and about the same as the Centro’s.  Most on-street parking is unregulated, 
except for a couple 15-minute spaces.  Next to the station is an athletic and social club for 
upper income clients.  There are also many smaller shops, pharmacies, etc., and most lack 
their own off-street parking.  A couple of private lots exist that provide car-washing 
service and most of the clients seem to be employees at the neighboring office buildings.   
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Figure 10. GIS map of street layout around Estação Petit Carneiro 
 
Source: IPPUC 
 
Figure 11. Photo of Estação Petit Carneiro. 
 
Author’s Photo 
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Estação João Viana Seiler – Only a few stops outside the CBD, this station is situated 
between the Prado Velho and Parolin districts along the BRT axis that is not considered a 
structural axis because of the lack of trinary form.  Instead, high levels of automobile 
traffic run alongside the exclusive bus lanes.  This route is not zoned with the same 
density standards as the other four structural axes, and therefore provides an important 
contrast to the trinary axis, resembling more closely the Bogotá style BRT.  Nearby is a 
large, undeveloped plot, a supermarket with over 800 parking spaces, several auto-
oriented businesses (gas stations, mechanics, car dealerships, etc.),  and low-density 
commercial and residential development.  On-street parking is free and plentiful, and off-
street parking is generally surface parking or in front of the building.  Median income is 
below the city’s median, although motorization rates are much higher.  There is no paid 
parking. 
Figure 12. GIS map of street layout around Estação João Viana Seiler 
 
Source: IPPUC 
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Figure 13. Photo of Estação João Viana Seiler 
 
Author’s Photo  
 
The Terminals 
Figure 14. Rua da Cidadania 
The terminals are typical of terminals in Curitiba.  
Within them, passengers can transfer to different lines 
without paying an additional fare, most often between 
the feeder lines and the express routes, but also the 
Interbairro circular routes to avoid downtown.  This 
fare integration sets Curitiba apart from most Latin 
American cities, and provides important accessibility 
to the entire city for lower-income passengers.  It is 
worth noting that the conventional lines, those that 
existed before express routes were established and Author’s photo 
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continue to transport passengers directly into and out of the CBD, for the most part do not 
take part in this fare integration.  This increases the importance of the trunk and feeder 
system, and results in the decreasing size of the buses bought to service these routes.  
Each terminal also contains a “Rua da Cidadania,” which are decentralized locations 
where citizens can perform basic government functions such as paying bills, buying bus 
cards, etc.  Customers can access these services without having to pay again to enter the 
terminal. 
 
Terminal Pinheirinho. – Along the same axis as Est. Petit Carneiro, but in the Capão Raso 
district, this is the closest terminal to the Industrial Sector (Cidade Industrial), and it lies 
in a generally low-income location.  Density is higher than Curitiba’s average, but low 
compared with other stops.  Most on-street parking is informal and rarely filled to 
capacity. There is a small parking lot at the terminal, potentially for park and ride 
customers, or for accessing the Rua da Cidadania.  Other parking includes a few large 
retail stores and several smaller stores with parking in front of the businesses. 
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Figure 15. GIS map of street layout around Terminal Pinheirinho 
 
Source: IPPUC 
 
Figure 16. Photo of Terminal Pinheirinho 
 
Source: IPPUC 
 
 42
 Terminal Carmo – Carmo lies along the non-trinary axis within the Boqueirão district, 
which is a lower-income area, and beyond this terminal, the line extends to much of the 
city’s public housing.  Automobile ownership rates are average, and all parking, both on-
street and off-street, is free.  The are surrounding is residential, with small, neighborhood 
shops and lunch restaurants, and shopping centers for individual vendors. 
 
Figure 17. GIS of street layout around Terminal Carmo  
 
Source: IPPUC 
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Figure 18. Photo of Terminal Carmo 
 
Source: IPPUC 
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ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK 
  
In order to assess the validity of the hypothesis, the factors that affect parking supply and 
price are examined according to the theoretical model in figure 19 below.   
 
Figure 19. Theoretical Model of Factors Affecting Parking  
Parking
Supply
Parking
Pricing
Sociodemographic
Urban Form
Politics and
Selected Policies
Demand
 
 
The idea of this framework is that socio-demographic characteristics, such as income, 
age, and vehicle ownership, affect the probability that a traveler will drive and therefore 
affect their demand for parking.  If more parking is demanded, than the urban form will 
change to accommodate and more parking spaces will be added.  With more parking 
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spaces, density is reduced, which increases driving and the demand for parking.  Both of 
these factors affect parking pricing: higher demand and dense, transit-oriented urban form 
also raise price (based on land values), whereas less dense, auto-oriented urban form 
reduces the price for parking because of lower demand and lower land values.  Politics 
and policies affect the supply of parking by regulating minimums or maximums, which in 
turn affect the price.  Price affects supply if, for example, private actors are allowed to 
enter the parking market and increase the supply as a result of higher prices. 
 
This paper will first explain the actual supply of parking in Curitiba. This includes a 
description of the characteristics of different types of parking, and the results from 
research collected in the summer of 2005.  Following supply is a discussion of parking 
demand, including anecdotal observations, socio-demographic characteristics, and urban 
form.  Prices of parking at the various stations are compared to each other, and the paper 
will finish with a description of parking policies.   
 
The parking that actually exists can be broken down into three types: on-street (both free 
and paid), off-street private lots, and off-street private parking for customers and 
residents.  It is noteworthy that there are very few off-street public parking lots, except 
for municipal buildings with parking for employees and guests and terminals with limited 
parking. 
 
On-street parking supply for each study area was measured by the author during the 
summer of 2005 by counting either the number of cars parked or, in cases of empty 
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parking, every six paces (according to the author’s judgment of the average length for a 
parking space). 
 
For quantities of off-street spaces, only commercial spaces were counted.  These include 
either private lots or lots that were used and owned by a specific business (usually for 
customers only).  Residential parking was intentionally avoided because of the interest in 
parking’s affect on mode choice, not on auto ownership.  Off-street quantities were either 
provided by the attendant, owner, or manager of an establishment, or counted.  This can 
lead to issues of unreliability in employees’ or owners’ perception of their own lot, 
especially if they provide free parking.   
 
The socio-demographic statistics include an examination of median and average income 
and vehicle ownership rates. According to Cervero, income has a higher impact on 
parking demand, and this will be tested along with motorization rates.  Also, high median 
income in an area can imply strong economic activity, especially along the BRT axes 
where mixed-use is mandatory. This would attract more customers, higher income 
customers, and consequently more automobile traffic. 
 
Urban form is measured in terms of density, both residential and commercial.  
Residential density correlates to land values, which also imply the level of economic 
strength of an area.  While commercial parking was counted, residential density may still 
prove useful, especially as a factor of parking demand.  Commercial density, on the other 
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hand, is important because these are the actual trip attractors, which should have a 
stronger influence on commercial parking demand and price.  
 
Price is an important factor in determining a traveler’s willingness to drive.  The prices 
were normally posted outside of the parking establishment.  If not, the attendant listed 
them.  For costs of monthly parking, minimum and maximum prices are provided, 
depending on the specific hours the monthly spot is reserved, i.e., only at night, 12 hours 
a day, 8 hours a day, etc.  Average prices for parking are simple to calculate, but whether 
or not parking is expensive in an area is a difficult concept to assess.  This is defined by 
dividing the average price for parking for eight hours a day for 10 days per month, and 
monthly parking rates, by Curitiba’s median and average monthly incomes.  
 
Public policy, as shown by the literature, is arguably the most important factor 
concerning parking supply and price.  Therefore, these regulatory factors are described, 
which starts with a discussion of the events leading to Curitiba’s adoption of its minimum 
parking requirements, how new parking supply is regulated, and how on-street parking 
regulations are enforced. 
 
Assessing the Situation 
In order to test the hypothesis that Curitiba’s parking management system supports the 
public transportation system, this paper will judge the above realities based on the 
previous research that shows that less parking supply equates to more transit riders, and 
that policies to restrict parking and increase price are in place in areas with high density.    
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If this is not the case, and policies encourage increasing the parking supply or lowering 
the price, the hypothesis will have to be rejected, showing that Curitiba’s parking 
management system does not support the public transportation system. 
 
These case areas are good representations of Curitiba’s BRT system because they 
represent various types of development, demographics, and trinary vs. non-trinary lines.  
Praça Rui Barbosa and Estação Petit Carneiro represent developments with high density, 
medium-to-high incomes, and motorization rates.  On the other hand, Terminal 
Pinheirinho, Terminal Carmo, and Estação João Viana Seiler represent the low density, 
low to medium income areas that are much more typical in Curitiba.  These are also not 
fully built out, and therefore represent only a temporary step in Curitiba’s development. 
These are important because future areas of growth will resemble these areas.  There is 
little representation of middle-income areas in this study, and representation of lines 
leading into development that is more residential.  This merits further research, and may 
limit the applicability of the results of this study to the entire city of Curitiba.   
 
Other explanations for quantities and prices of parking supply could include land values, 
date of development (primarily whether the area was developed before or after minimum 
parking requirements were put into place), and bus ridership rates (especially if the buses 
operate near or at capacity).  For this study, this data was not possible to obtain.  Still, 
despite these possible explanations, this study analyzes most of the factors to show that 
parking policy has developed in a spontaneous fashion, and is not coordinated with any 
goals of improving bus ridership.   
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 This research, while lacking the comprehensiveness to show inconclusively that 
Curitiba’s parking policy is uncoordinated with the BRT system, does provide a strong 
indication that it is patchwork, considering only the private automobile at the expense of 
public transportation and the pedestrian.  
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V. RESULTS 
 
SUPPLY  
 
Most on-street parking throughout Curitiba 
is free.  Where parking is prohibited, there 
are well-placed signs expressing this.  
Parking is also provided along the curbs of 
the express bus lanes. Paid, on-street parking 
remains mostly in the CBD and is regulated 
by the Urbanisação de Curitiba S.A (URBS), 
the semi-private organization that also 
manages the entire public transportation 
system.  As a result of the  Brazilian N
Traffic Code of 1998, URBS has been put i
charge of most traffic functions, including 
enforcing paid parking.  For areas with free on-street parking with a high demand, U
can convert it to paid at the request of the district (normally business owners that 
complain of too little parking for their clients).  However, URBS rarely does this.   
 
Figure 20. On-street Parking along 
BRT Lanes 
ational 
n 
RBS 
rivate off-street lots are another option to park.  In areas with high demand, such as the 
Source: IPPUC
P
CBD, these are often the only convenient option for drivers.  In areas of medium density, 
these exist along with free parking.  This begs the question of why some parkers would 
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choose to pay for parking when they can just as easily access free parking.  The reason is
that they offer certain advantages over on-street parking such as security, washing, and 
even valet service.  The security aspect is especially important when parking at night 
close to downtown.   
 
 
inally, many residential buildings offer (and in newer buildings are required to offer) 
m 
s we can see from table 2, supply is quite different in each area, as are the ratios of paid 
s 
t 
 
F
parking for their dwellers.  Retail businesses offer parking for customers as well, and 
according to the Decree 582 of 1990 are required to.  In central locations, parking is 
underground or built in a deck next to the structure, whereas “big box” stores in low-
density locations build surface parking lots in front of the building, bearing a striking 
resemblance to American sprawl.  In some cases, businesses have rented out spaces fro
neighboring lots that charge.   
 
A
to free spaces.  Praça Rui Barbosa has the highest number of total spaces, more than 
twice as many as three of the other four stations.  In fact, Est. Petit Carneiro which ha
the second highest prices and percentage of paid parking spaces, also has the second 
highest number of total spaces.  It would appear that Curitiba’s parking policies are no
supporting the BRT in terms of supply.  Instead, parking supply seems to expand with 
higher prices.  This may be due to more private operators entering the market when the
price and demand are deemed high enough.  
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It is also instructive to examine the percentage of parking spaces that are paid in each 
area and how many parties provide it.  Around the Praça Rui Barbosa, about 85% of 
parking spaces are paid, and provided by 52 parties.  At Est. Petit Carneiro, the share of 
paid parking drops dramatically to 17% from only 9 providers.  Finally, around Terminal 
Pinheirinho, only 2.5% of spaces were paid at two locations.  These figures point out that 
the probability of having to pay for parking declines with distance from the CBD.  
Conversely, the chance of finding free parking increases dramatically with distance from 
the CBD.  This points to the actual outcome of Curitiba’s parking policy, that there is 
little, if any regulation on parking supply in the CBD (based on the high number of 
spaces).   
Table 2. Parking Supply Per Site 
Study Area 
Total Free 
Parking 
Spaces 
Total Paid 
Parking 
Spaces 
Total 
Spaces 
% of 
Spaces 
Paid 
Number of 
Paid Parking 
Providers 
Praça Rui 
Barbosa 836 4,560 5,396 84.5% 52 
Est. Petit Carneiro 2,793 565 3,358 16.8% 9 
Terminal 
Pinheirinho 2,459 62 2,521 2.5% 2 
Est. João Viana 
Seiler 2,721 0 2,721 0.0% 0 
Terminal Carmo 2,588 0 2,588 0.0% 0 
 
 
DEMAND 
 
It is difficult to quantify parking demand without appropriating large amounts of 
resources. These were not available at the time of data collection, so this paper will 
describe the author’s numerous visits to the sites based on the demand for on-street 
parking relative to the supply.  
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 In the CBD, on-street parking spaces were scarce as is to be expected.  Paid off-street 
parking was well used, however rarely filled to capacity.  The advantage of this off-street 
supply is that parkers can remain for more than two hours.   
Table 3. Summary of Parking Demand Per Site 
Study Area Demand 
Praça Rui 
Barbosa 
High everywhere, difficult to find on-street parking. 
Est. Petit 
Carneiro 
Medium along BRT axis and surrounding areas, several empty on-street 
spaces along bus lanes, fewer in neighborhoods. 
Terminal 
Pinheirinho 
Low around terminal and BRT axis, very low elsewhere. Many empty on-street 
spaces and at terminal. 
Est. João 
Viana Seiler 
Low around station and BRT axis,  low elsewhere.  Many empty on-street 
spaces 
Terminal 
Carmo 
Low at terminal, very low in surrounding neighborhoods.  On-street parking 
mostly unused and barely regulated. 
  
Along the first line, parking demand decreased with density.  Around Est. Petit Carneiro, 
on-street parking was normally available, ranging from half to three quarters filled along 
the bus lanes.  In the surrounding neighborhoods, long-term parkers generally occupied 
the curbs and on-street parking was more difficult to find, however not impossible.  
Around Terminal Pinheirinho, on-street parking was never filled, and empty parking 
along the bus lanes could be seen for blocks.   
 
Along the second line, on-street parking demand was much lower overall.  Around Est. 
João Viana Seiler, free off-street lots generally absorbed parking demand, resulting in 
few cars using the parking along the bus lanes and empty blocks in the residential areas.  
Around Terminal Carmo, there was little demand for on-street parking, partly due to the 
adequate off-street supply, the low density, and the general low-income nature of the 
neighborhood.  With few businesses acting as traffic attractors in the neighborhoods, 
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most curbs were unpopulated.  This follows Cervero’s point that poorer areas have lower 
parking demand. 
 
SOCIO-DEMOGRAPHIC INFLUENCES ON DEMAND 
 
Income 
One factor that influences the demand and price for parking is personal income.  With 
higher income, individuals and households have more disposable income to spend 
commercially, leading to more trips, higher motorization rates, and a better ability to 
overcome travel costs associated with driving (such as parking prices).   
 
To analyze parking demand, we must understand why people drive.  While the Curitiba 
BRT system provides many people important access, those living in low-density areas do 
not enjoy the same level of transit accessibility. Many of these areas are served by 
conventional bus lines that are routed to and from downtown.  Often passengers would 
need to transfer to another bus line to reach their destinations, but these conventional 
lines are not integrated into the same fare system as the express buses, the feeders, 
Interbairro circular connectors, etc.  Therefore travelers to and from these low-density 
areas not only face the cost of inconvenience of transferring, but also the added cost of 
paying additional fares.  On top of that, many of these areas also lack a well-developed 
pedestrian environment, thus adding to the perceived and real inconvenience of traveling 
by bus.   
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In addition to convenience and additional fares paid, there is another, less rational yet just 
as valid reason for driving in Curitiba: status.  It has been shown that in populations that 
were once poor, but now taking advantage of economic growth, there exists a desire to 
show one’s wealth.  Curitibanos are no exception, and this can be seen in many aspects: 
the propensity to buy expensive items in installments of 4 or 5 months, and also owning 
and driving a car.  While this does not hold true for everyone, this phenomenon was 
observed most often among lower-middle to upper-income young people.  Driving to a 
nightclub and needing a valet, parking along the Rua Bispo Dom José and drinking 
outside their automobiles, or knowing the best rates around the private parking near a 
particular destination; these are all ways that automobility is given an elevated status in 
Curitiba (if not most of the world).  Therefore, this factor cannot be explained with 
rational cost models, but must be understood with psychology. The fact of the matter, 
however, is that it leads people to automobile ownership and driving when it may be 
financially infeasible or irrational.   
 
As previously stated, with economic prosperity comes the desire for automobile 
ownership.  On the individual or household level, income is a good predictor of whether 
or not someone will own a car, and how many.  This data reinforces Cervero’s point that 
wealthier areas have higher parking demand, despite being situated closer to the BRT.  
 
The parking data collected only counted commercial parking (not residential), but if we 
assume that individual income of an area is an indicator of the economic vitality, then we 
can connect median and average incomes with the kinds and strength of the commercial 
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activity of the same area.  For example, areas with higher individual or household 
incomes will attract more automobile traffic because the stores will cater to higher 
income clients, and normally these upper-end stores will be financially sound because of 
the nearby wealthy consumer base.  This is especially true along the BRT axes with 
mandatory commercial and residential mix of uses.  Therefore, the assumption is that 
there will be more parking in areas with higher incomes.   In fact, that is what table 4 
shows us.  The two stations that lie within the wealthiest districts also contain the most 
parking. The Centro district (the CBD) has the biggest supply, despite having a lower 
median income than Água Verde and Vila Isabel.  This may be due to the fact that there 
is more commercial activity, and therefore more traffic attractors than in any other part of 
the city.  Worth noting, however, is that the poorest four districts also contain a sizable 
quantity of parking.  Therefore other factors such as urban form must play a role.  
Table 4. Median Incomes Compared with Parking Supply. 
Study Area District 
Median 
Income/mo 
(R$) - 2000 
Median 
Income/mo 
($USD) - 
2000 
Total Free 
Parking 
Spaces 
Total 
Paid 
Parking 
Spaces 
Total 
Spaces 
Curitiba Curitiba Total R$ 1,392.00 $580.00       
Praça Rui 
Barbosa Centro R$ 2,979.00 $1,241.25 836 4,560 5,396
Est. Petit Carneiro Água Verde R$ 4,173.00 $1,738.75 2,793 565 3,358
Est. Petit Carneiro Vila Isabel R$ 3,576.00 $1,490.00       
Terminal 
Pinheirinho Capão Raso R$ 1,191.00 $496.25 2,459 62 2,521
Est. João Viana 
Seiler Prado Velho R$ 795.00 $331.25 2,721 0 2721
Est. João Viana 
Seiler Parolin R$ 1,191.00 $496.25      
Terminal Carmo Boqueirão R$ 1,392.00 $580.00 2,588 0 2,588
Source for income figures: IPPUC 
Note: Dollar amounts were calculated using an exchange rate of R$2.40 = $1.00 USD, the approximate 
exchange rate at the time of data collection. 
 
Similar to commercial uses, wealthier districts will also house wealthier offices and 
employees.  These employees, if they do not have parking on site, will be less willing to 
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leave their automobiles on the street because of security and damage prevention.  
Therefore private lots will need to supply parking for this clientele if the building does 
not.  This may help explain the high supply of paid, off-street parking in Água Verde and 
Vila Isabel, and the fact that the average hourly prices are only slightly less than in the 
CBD.    
 
Motorization 
As we can see in table 5, the three districts with the highest motorization rates (Centro, 
Água Verde, Vila Isabel) also have the median income above the city’s median. This 
relationship is not linear, but the inference can be made nonetheless that income 
influences automobile ownership.  It is also noteworthy that each district except one has a 
higher motorization rate than the entire city.  This comes as a surprise because the 
proximity of the BRT lines would imply a lower than average motorization rate. 
Therefore proximity to the BRT lines does not equate to lower vehicle ownership rates. 
Table 5. Comparison of Median Monthly Income and Vehicle Ownership 
Study Area District 
Median 
Income/mo 
(R$) - 2000 
Median 
Income/mo 
($USD) - 2000 
Vehicles per 
Person 
(2000) 
Curitiba Curitiba Total R$ 1,392.00 $580.00 0.45
Praça Rui 
Barbosa Centro R$ 2,979.00 $1,241.25 1.07
Est. Petit Carneiro Água Verde R$ 4,173.00 $1,738.75 0.68
Est. Petit Carneiro Vila Isabel R$ 3,576.00 $1,490.00 0.60
Terminal 
Pinheirinho Capão Raso R$ 1,191.00 $496.25 0.50
Est. João Viana 
Seiler Prado Velho R$ 795.00 $331.25 0.73
Est. João Viana 
Seiler Parolin R$ 1,191.00 $496.25 0.70
Terminal Carmo Boqueirão R$ 1,392.00 $580.00 0.40
Source for income figures: IPPUC 
Source for vehicle ownership rate: Detran (PR), Demographic Census 2000; compiled by IPPUC/Data 
Bank 
Note: Dollar amounts were calculated using an exchange rate of R$2.40 = $1.00 USD, the approximate 
exchange rate at the time of data collection. 
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URBAN FORM 
 
Density - Residential 
It seems normal that Curitiba would have the highest priced parking downtown.  
However, with the goal from the first Plano Diretor of 1966 of distributing the 
commercial and residential activity along the structural axes, we might expect the price 
and supply be somewhat uniform along the trinary axis.  Indeed the emphasis on 
pedestrian priority would seem to preclude an abundance of parking.  However, as table 6 
shows, high residential density correlates with high commercial parking supply.  Again, 
this relationship is not linear, but the inference can be made.   
Table 6. Comparison of Demographic Density and Total Number of Spaces  
Study Area District 
Population 
(2000) 
Demographic Density 
(2000) 
Total 
Spaces 
Curitiba Curitiba Total 1,619,453 36.73  
Praça Rui 
Barbosa Centro 31,864 98.95 5,396
Est. Petit Carneiro Água Verde 49,867 104.67 3,358
Est. Petit Carneiro Vila Isabel 10,949 90.41  
Terminal 
Pinheirinho Capão Raso 34,618 67.9 2,521
Est. João Viana 
Seiler Prado Velho 6,911 29.15  
Est. João Viana 
Seiler Parolin 12,008 53.18 2,588
Terminal Carmo Boqueirão 69,013 46.27 2,721
Source: IPPUC 
The reason that Água Verde has a higher density compared to the Centro is that more 
families live there, as we can see from Figure 21.  The more even age pyramid for Água 
Verde means that there are more families, as opposed to the Centro, which has more 
university aged people, young professionals, and older people.   
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Figure 21. Population Pyramids for Água Verde and Centro 
     
Source: Brazilian Geography and Statistics Institute (IBGE)/ Demographic Census 2000; Compiled by 
IPPUC 
 
Density – Commercial/Other 
In addition to looking at populations and ages to assess reasons for parking supplies, we 
can also look directly at economic activities.  Table 7 gives us a raw count of the number 
of economic activities in each district.  While it is understood that a corner snack shop 
will require far fewer parking spaces than a bank headquarters, these numbers give us an 
indication of the amount of activity in each district and region.  As is to be expected, the 
CBD has the most economic activity.  Boqueirão, however, has more economic activity 
than Água Verde, but fewer parking spaces and no paid spaces.  This could be a result of  
businesses tailored to pedestrians because of low median income and the lower-than-
average vehicle ownership rate.   
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Table 7. Commercial Density Per Site 
Study Area District District Region City
District 
%
Regional 
% 
Total 
Spaces
Praça Rui 
Barbosa Centro 17,489 43,536 120,375 14.53% 36.17% 5,396
Est. Petit 
Carneiro Agua Verde 4,769 18,371 120,375 3.96% 15.26% 3,358
Est. Petit 
Carneiro Vila Isabel 987 18,371 120,375 0.82% 15.26% 
Terminal 
Pinheirinho Capão Raso 2,302   N/A 120,375 1.91% N/A  2,521
Est. João Viana 
Seiler Prado Velho 1,093 43,536 120,375 0.91% 36.17% 2,721
Est. João Viana 
Seiler Parolin 1,295 18,371 120,375 1.08% 15.26% 
Terminal Carmo Boqueirão 6,157 13,898 120,375 5.11% 11.55% 2,588 
Source: Municipal Secretary of Finance (SMF)/ Curitiba S.A 
District and regional percentages are calculated as the number of commercial activities in the district and 
region as a share of Curitiba’s total.  
Districts are grouped into regions.  See Appendix A1 
 
PRICE 
 
Despite the abundance of free parking in many areas, drivers still have to or choose to 
pay.  In central locations such as malls, for example, parking is charged per hour.  Often 
empty areas during the day become parking lots for nearby nightclubs and bars after dark.  
These and many on-street spaces that are normally free also have informal “watchpeople” 
who ensure the safety of the vehicles while the owner is away.  These watchpeople are 
usually low-income residents facing unemployment and usually work for tips, so prices 
vary based on the driver.  These watchpeople also work during the day in areas with 
charged on-street parking, selling tickets to parkers with a fee added on.  Some also 
provide other services such as washing cars.     
 
Watchpeople provide a cost for on-street parking.  However, since it is informal, and the 
cost is based on the drivers tip, and usually at night, the impact was not recorded.   
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 On-street parking prices vary, not with the exact location of parking, but depending on 
who sells them.  Tickets can be bought either from traffic agents of URBS or at the main 
office.  These cost R$0.75 (~$0.31 USD) per hour, and two can be used at a time (to park 
up to two hours). Tickets can be obtained from other sources, such as watchpeople, 
printing shops, newspaper stands, etc, but are usually sold for a higher price, sometimes 
up to R$1.50 (~$0.63 USD).   
 
Off-street private lots that charge have various prices based on the types of services they 
provide, whether or not they are covered by a roof, and the quality of the establishment.  
For example, a paved, covered lot with valet and optional car washing services will cost 
more an hour than someone’s converted backyard with no cover and a dirt surface.  
Downtown, hourly prices range from about $R2.00 to about R$6.00 ($0.83-$2.50 USD) 
per hour.  Also, prices vary depending on the duration of the stay.  Finally, monthly 
prices vary based on how many hours a day the parker wishes, for example 8 hours a day 
vs. 12 hours a day vs. nightly, etc.   
 
Price is a useful tool to analyze the quantity of parking vis-à-vis the demand.  In table 8, 
we see that the price of parking is highest in the CBD.  This should come as no surprise, 
as land in most CBDs is scarce and expensive.  The point, however, is that expensive 
parking in the CBD would appear to support the BRT system. 
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As we move out of the city, the price decreases as is expected.  Two phenomena are 
worth mentioning.  First, only parking along the trinary axis is priced, not along the 
atypical axis without the trinary system.  This is most likely due to the orientation toward 
automobile travel of that line despite the BRT system (such as a lack of pedestrian 
planning and low densities).  Second, although pricing decreases along the second line 
relative to distance from the CBD, the average hourly price only diminishes by a 
maximum of 33%.  Therefore, when paying for parking, one might assume that parking 
policy is designed to support the BRT system.  
Table 8. Parking Prices  
Study Area 
Average 
Hourly 
Price 
Average Price 
for 8 Hours/ 
Per Day (R$) 
Daily Parking 
as % of Median 
Income 
Daily Parking as 
% of Average 
Income 
Praça Rui 
Barbosa 
R$ 2.97
($1.24 USD)
R$ 10.30 
($4.29 USD) 7.40% 3.62%
Est. Petit Carneiro 
R$ 2.28 
($0.95 USD)
R$ 9.51
($3.96 USD) 6.83% 3.34%
Terminal 
Pinheirinho 
R$ 2.00
($0.83 USD)
R$ 8.65 
($3.60 USD)
 
6.21% 3.04%
Est. João Viana 
Seiler N/A N/A 
N/A N/A
Terminal Carmo N/A N/A N/A N/A
Note: Average prices were calculated by multiplying the price at each paid parking provider by the number 
of spaces, and then divided by the total number of spaces.   
Daily parking was calculated based on the price of parking for 8 hours, ten days a week.   
The median income of Curitiba is R$ 1,392.00 ($580.00). The average income of Curitiba is R$ 2,844.00 
($1,185.00). Source: IPPUC. 
Dollar amounts were calculated using an exchange rate of R$2.40 = $1.00 USD, the approximate exchange 
rate at the time of data collection. 
 
We also see that daily parking as a share of median income is highest in the CBD, as is 
expected.  In addition, comprising 7-8% of median income for parking regularly, this 
price, in addition to other costs associated with automobile use and ownership, should 
dissuade employees from driving regularly to downtown and parking all day.  This is 
evidence that the median Curitibano will find driving downtown too expensive if done on 
a regular basis.  Two possible results will occur: either alternative modes will be more 
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popular to those traveling downtown, or drivers will choose other locations with free or 
less expensive parking.   
 
Because those who are willing to pay for parking on a regular basis are normally higher 
income individuals, a look at parking prices as a share of average may be more 
instructive to take into account better the variation of income levels (for which Brazil is 
famous).  With percentages between three and four percent of average monthly income, it 
is apparent that the price of parking, even in the CBD, is not a strong deterrent of driving 
regularly for many people.  Indeed, even monthly parking prices make up a small 
proportion of average income (table 9).  This shows that the supply allowed in the CBD 
and along the axes allows a relatively low price for parking that does not encourage bus 
ridership for auto owners, but rather personal automobile use.   
Table 9. Average Monthly Parking Prices 
Study Area 
Average 
Monthly 
Minimum 
Price 
Average 
Monthly 
Maximum 
Price 
Monthly 
Minimum 
Parking 
as % of 
Median 
Income 
Monthly 
Maximum 
Parking 
as % of 
Median 
Income 
Monthly 
Minimum 
Parking 
as % of 
Average 
Income 
Monthly 
Maximum 
Parking 
as % of 
Average 
Income 
Praça Rui 
Barbosa 
R$ 84.24 
($35.10 USD) 
R$ 144.70
($60.29 USD) 6.05% 10.40% 2.96% 5.09%
Est. Petit 
Carneiro 
R$ 54.06 
($22.52 USD) 
R$ 89.40
($37.25 USD) 3.88% 6.42% 1.90% 3.14%
Terminal 
Pinheirinho  N/A 
R$ 90.32
($37.63 USD)  N/A 6.49%  N/A 3.18%
Est. João 
Viana Seiler N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A
Terminal 
Carmo N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A
Note: Average prices were calculated by multiplying the price at each paid parking provider by the number 
of spaces, and then divided by the total number of spaces.   
The median income of Curitiba is R$ 1,392.00 ($580.00). The average income of Curitiba is R$ 2,844.00 
($1,185.00). Source: IPPUC. 
Dollar amounts were calculated using an exchange rate of R$2.40 = $1.00 USD, the approximate exchange 
rate at the time of data collection. 
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This also shows us that pricing may not a good indicator of demand in Curitiba.  Rather 
as seen previously, supply shows us much better the demand for parking.  Specifically, 
the percentage of parking spaces that is free.  Paid parking seems to have a minimum 
price, in that those willing to pay for off-street parking who have a choice are less 
vulnerable to price.  Put another way, parking demand is somewhat inelastic with regards 
to price.   
 
POLITICS AND POLICIES 
 
Regulation 
The story of Curitiba’s minimum parking regulations is similar to that in most U.S. cities.  
Automobiles looking for parking were creating congestion either by circling around in 
search for a space, or by double parking.  The solution was to hold open meetings with 
business leaders, unions, and the public to demonstrate the need to discipline traffic and 
remove vehicles from public roads.  The outcome was to institute minimum parking 
requirements for different land uses based on studies done by IPPUC and the Secretary of 
Urbanism.  These are spelled out in Decree 582 of 1990. 2  With regards to the bus 
system, this was not planned with the BRT in mind, but rather that the reduction in 
congestion would make non BRT lines function more efficiently (Carneiro, 2006).  
Incidentally, the city government has just decided to eliminate parking along a major 
thoroughfare in order to reduce congestion. This will push parking pressure onto off-
street lots, further increasing the perceived need for them.   
                                                 
2 Decree 582 of 18 Dec 1990 establishes norms for parking spaces and garages, such as definitions of 
private and commercial parking, who must provide parking, physical dimensions of spaces, handicapped 
parking requirements, entrance and exit requirements, setbacks, and required quantity for each use.   
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 Regulation of the private supply of off-street parking is limited to the minimum 
requirements of each land use, and the dimensions thereof.  Before being built, the 
Secretary of Urbanism reviews the plans to ensure accordance with the local land use 
codes for many things, such as setback, permeable surface, etc.  Parking quantity and 
geometry are thus enforced in new buildings.   
 
With regards to new private parking lots, there are no laws regulating the price of private 
parking.  There is also no maximum supply of parking, and no regulations limiting the 
construction of new private parking spaces.  Few exceptions apply, i.e. on streets with no 
automobile traffic, BRT-only streets and pedestrian malls.  Even in the CBD, a building 
can be torn down and replaced with a parking lot (unless the building is deemed to have 
historic value).  Also in the CBD (as elsewhere), if the use of a building changes, for 
example from a single-family home to a restaurant, and the new use requires more 
parking, this new owner will have to acquire parking in a nearby lot in order to operate 
the new use (Carneiro, 2006).  These policies contradict previous research (for example 
Rabinovitch, 1996 and Cervero, 1998) that parking is intentionally limited in the CBD in 
order to promote public transportation through high prices and limited supply.  It is also 
noteworthy that businesses with less than 100 m2 (~1,076 ft2) do not require any off-
street parking.    
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The public supply of paid on-street parking is 
thoroughly enforced.  Tickets are bought either 
from traffic agents of URBS, informal vendors and 
watchpeople, printing shops, newspaper stands, 
etc, and are each worth one hour.  The driver then 
displays up to two tickets (most paid on-street 
parking has a two-
hour limit) with the time, date, and license number of the 
car.  Traffic agents are dispatched to patrol areas such that 
they pass by every car every hour.  While passing by, they 
write the license plate number of each car in order to 
ensure accuracy in writing tickets for those who stay too 
long.  If a driver has violated the time permitted, s/he 
receives a fine of R$53.00 (~$22.00USD) according to the 
Brazilian National Traffic Code.  However, before forcing 
violators to pay this hefty fine, Curitiba gives them the 
opportunity instead to buy a pack of ten tickets for R$7.50 
(~$3.13USD) if bought within a specific time limit.   
Figure 22. On-street Parking 
Enforcement 
Source: URBS 
Figure 23. Parking 
Ticket 
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Other regulated on-street parking exists for 15 minute 
parking (to ensure turnover for certain types of b
such as pharmacies), handicapped drivers, and loading 
zones for retail stores.  Traffic agents most often enforce 
violations outside of the paid-parking zones based on
complaints called into the local Information and Citizen 
Service hotline.  Where parking is prohibited, there are
well-placed signs that express this.  Agents enforce th
violations based on complaints and happenstance.
Figure 25. No Parking Sign 
usinesses 
 
 
ese 
                                                
3
 
Source: Gazeta do Povo 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 Information concerning on-street parking enforcement collected during a 4-week internship with URBS, 
involving informal interviews and accompanying enforcement teams in the field. 
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VI. CONCLUSION 
 
Curitiba, Brazil, is world-renown for the way it has integrated land use and transportation 
planning.  Most of the policies have supported the public transportation system, including 
the idea of the trinary axis, minimum density requirements, and focus on the pedestrian. 
Many researchers have documented these policies and their outcomes, but the issue of 
parking has remained surprisingly hidden.  
 
The impetus to examine parking stems from recent literature.  Parking provides access to 
destinations for automobile users, but it carries many outcomes and costs as well, both 
hidden and overt.  The most pertinent outcome to Curitiba is that high parking supplies, 
resulting in free or low-cost parking caused by minimum parking requirements, 
encourages automobile use, which counters the intentions of the land use policies that 
aim to promote public transportation.   
 
Therefore this papers hypothesizes that Curitiba’s parking policies would support public 
transportation.  The goal of this paper is to extend the knowledge base of Curitiba’s land 
use and transportation planning to cover parking.  One would expect that parking would 
be expensive and the supply limited, especially in the CBD.   
 
Looking at five case studies along two BRT lines, a trinary axis and an axis with low 
density, parking is relatively the same price throughout the trinary axis and free along the 
low-density axis, with monthly rates averaging roughly 2-5% of average monthly 
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income.  The real price of parking relative to demand, then, comes not in the price of 
parking, but in the proportion of parking that is paid vs. free.  Not surprisingly, we find 
the highest rate of paid parking in the CBD (85%), but the next highest rate is 17%.  This 
suggests that private parking operators are increasing the supply relative to demand.   
 
Following Cervero, parking supply and price are highly correlated with income.  
However, residential density also plays a role.  Commercial density, on the other hand, is 
ambiguous: in the CBD, parking supply, demand, and prices are high, but Boqueirão, 
with the second highest commercial density of the sites, parking supply and demand are 
small, and parking is free.  This is most likely due to the fact that in poorer areas, despite 
motorization rates, most commercial activity is pedestrian based.   
 
Public policy may be one of the most determinant factors in parking supply and price.  In 
1990, Curitiba established the Decree 582 of 1990, setting minimum parking 
requirements (even along the BRT routes and in the CBD) in the same spirit as many 
U.S. communities in the mid-20th century in order to take the burden of private parking 
demand off the public network.  However, after half a century, this has been shown 
repeatedly to hurt public transportation ridership in the U.S., and increase other problems 
such as congestion, and reducing density and pedestrian safety (in addition to the 
environment, aesthetics, etc.).   
 
Two major factors may prolong the popularity of Curitiba’s minimum parking 
requirements until the aforementioned problems become unbearable.  First, with the 
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immigration of poor, rural migrants, Curitiba’s bus ridership will remain at capacity for a 
very long time.  Indeed, according to statisticians at URBS, it already is.  Second, with 
one car for every two persons, and this rate only expected to increase, automobile owners 
constitute an ever-increasing political force, regardless of the intentions of the city to 
promote public transportation.  Minimum parking requirements are only one sign of these 
changing politics.  The current mayor, Carlos Alberto Richa, was elected because he 
promised, among other things, to reduce congestion by converting two-way streets into 
one-way streets to form a binary ring around the CBD.  Whether or not Curitiba will face 
the same problems that most American cities face remains to be seen. 
 
The lesson, therefore, is that Curitiba has many good things to teach the world regarding 
transit, land use, and bus rapid transit.  Density requirements, land banking, a focus on 
inexpensive techniques and innovations as opposed to expensive technology are all 
example of this.  However, there may be better cities to model a parking management 
system after in order to limit automobile use and the problems they generate. 
APPENDIX A 
 
Parking Data for Praça Rui Barbosa (each line represents an establishment that provides parking)  
STREET USE ADDRESS/ NAME
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
COST FOR 
8 HOURS
COST FOR 
12 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM COMMENTS
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. ANDRE DE BARROS
PARKING LOT 48 115 R$ 2.50 R$ 5.00 R$ 8.50
HEALTH CLUB 118 20 FREE FOR CUSTOMERS
PARKING LOT 152 80 R$ 2.00 R$ 4.00 R$ 8.00 R$ 50.00
210 32 R$ 3.00 R$ 11.00
PARKING LOT 252 70 R$ 3.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 8.00
400 258 R$ 140.00
PARKING LOT MARTINS 50 R$ 3.00 R$ 7.00 R$ 100.00
PARKING LOT 200 R$ 3.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 7.00 R$ 10.00 R$ 50.00 R$ 140.00
PARKING LOT FASTPARK 120 R$ 3.00 R$ 8.00 R$ 10.00 R$ 10.00 R$ 35.00 R$ 140.00
R. DOCTOR PEDROSO
PARKING LOT 208 90 R$ 10.00 R$ 80.00 R$ 100.00
PARKING LOT 45 65 R$ 2.50 R$ 5.00
CHURCH  BOM JESUS 200 FREE FOR MASS
PARKING LOT 54 80 R$ 2.50 R$ 15.00
PARKING LOT 80 19 R$ 2.50 R$ 18.00 R$ 23.00
AL. DOUTOR MURICY
? 13 R$ 2.00 R$ 75.00
111 25 R$ 1.80 R$ 20.00 R$ 40.00
PARKING LOT 73 30 R$ 2.00 R$ 5.00
72 10 FREE FOR CUSTOMERS
PARKING LOT 118 50 R$ 2.00 R$ 5.00
PRAÇA ZACARIUS
PARKING 20 100 R$ 5.00 R$ 25.00
R. EMILIANO PARNELA
PARKING LOT AUTOPARK 130 R$ 4.80 R$ 14.40 R$ 15.20
PARKING LOT 93 80 R$ 4.80 R$ 19.20 R$ 70.00 R$ 200.00
BANK REAL 40 R$ 3.00 FREE FOR CUSTOMERS
HOTEL
METROPOLITAN 
HALL 150 R$ 4.80 R$ 10.00 R$ 15.00 R$ 63.00 R$ 180.00
PARKING LOT 453 80 R$ 3.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 90.00
PARKING LOT EMILIANO 80 R$ 2.50 R$ 5.00 R$ 8.00
PARKING LOT TRIPARK 180 R$ 2.50 R$ 5.00 R$ 8.00
PARKING LOT ESTEPAR 512 R$ 3.00 R$ 8.00 R$ 100.00
PARKING LOT SAO CAETANO 120 R$ 5.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 32.00 R$ 160.00 R$ 200.00
IFP ? 36 FREE FOR CUSTOMERS
 72
STREET USE ADDRESS/ NAME
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
COST FOR 
8 HOURS
COST FOR 
12 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM COMMENTS
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. LEMENHA LINS
PARKING LOT FASTPARK 60 R$ 2.50 R$ 6.00 R$ 40.00 R$ 100.00
R. DESEMBARGADOR WESTFALEN
PARKING LOT PAKIM 100 R$ 2.50 R$ 5.50 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00
PARKING LOT JAPAN 100 R$ 2.50 R$ 5.50 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00
PARKING LOT CRESTANI 39 R$ 2.50 R$ 100.00
PARKING LOT TKPARK 44 R$ 2.50 R$ 5.50 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 90.00
AV. VISCONDE DE GUARAPAVA
SCHOOL
NOSSA SENHORA 
DE FATIMA 40 R$ 3.00 R$ 5.00 R$ 11.00 R$ 18.00
PARKING LOT ANEL CENTRAL 180 R$ 3.50 R$ 4.00 R$ 8.00 R$ 8.00 R$ 10.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 90.00
PARKING LOT LS 80 R$ 2.00
PARKING LOT SENNA 60 R$ 2.00 R$ 5.00 R$ 7.00
PARKING LOT TRIPARK UNDER CONSTRUCTION
PARKING LOT 346 90 R$ 3.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 11.00
CLINIC SAUDE IDEAL I 75 DOCTORS AND AMBULANCES
CLINIC SAUDE IDEAL II 300 DOCTORS
PARKING LOT BRAZAO 30 R$ 2.50
ROBINETES 9
PARKING LOT FREEPARK 19 R$ 3.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 20.00
GAS STATION SHELL 10 R$ 6.00 R$ 10.00 R$ 40.00
MEDICAL LAB 3293 10 FOR CLIENTS ONLY
SCHOOL BOM JESUS 60 FACULTY AND STAFF ONLY
PARKING LOT SENNA 60 R$ 2.00 R$ 5.00 R$ 7.00
R. NUNES MACHADO
LANGUAGE CENTE 141 6 30 MINUTES LIMIT
131 3
PARKING LOT 81 40 R$ 2.50 R$ 5.00
PARKING LOT
ESTAÇÃO BOM 
JESUS 150 R$ 2.00 R$ 4.00 R$ 8.00 R$ 15.00
RESTAURANT 56 30 R$ 80.00
FIRE DEPT 30 EMPLOYEES ONLY
PRAÇA RUI BARBOSA
PARKING LOT 451 110 R$ 4.50 R$ 5.00 R$ 8.00
BALA ROTI 37 CUSTOMERS ONLY
HOTEL PALAS GUAIRA 20 CUSTOMERS ONLY
ESTAÇÃO RUI BARBOSA 185 R$ 2.40 R$ 40.00
AV. MARECHAL MAEDER
100 R$ 2.50
CURITIBANOS 70 R$ 2.50 R$ 6.00 R$ 40.00
PARKING LOT MANTERPARK 50 R$ 2.50 R$ 6.00 R$ 10.00 R$ 40.00 R$ 90.00
GAROTO 300 R$ 5.00 R$ 5.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 40.00 R$ 140.00
30 R$ 5.00 R$ 17.00 R$ 25.00 R$ 33.00 R$ 33.00 R$ 33.00  
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STREET USE
ADDRESS/ 
NAME
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
COST FOR 
8 HOURS
COST FOR 
12 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM COMMENTS
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. JOSE LOURERO
80 R$ 4.00 R$ 16.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00
PRAÇA OSORIO
60 R$ 4.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 150.00
120 R$ 6.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 140.00
R. VISCONDE DE NACAR
315 R$ 3.00 R$ 8.00 R$ 100.00 R$ 132.00
R. 24 DE MAIO
35 R$ 3.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 12.00
R. ALFONSO POLI
80 R$ 2.00 R$ 4.00 R$ 4.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 8.00
SUBTOTAL FOR PRICE 5266 993 3074 984 3309 2764 3216 1485
PRICE TIMES QUANTITY 15,627 7,346 19,586 10,134 35,434 39,659 270,905 214,880
TOTAL PRIVATE PARKING 5396
NUMBER OF PAID PARKING 
PROVIDERS 52
SUMMARY
TOTAL 
FREE
TOTAL 
PAID
AVERAGE 
HOURLY 
COST
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
8 HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
12 HOURS
AVERAGE 
DAILY 
COST
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
836 4560 R$ 2.97 R$ 7.40 R$ 6.37 R$ 10.30 R$ 10.71 R$ 14.35 R$ 84.24 R$ 144.70  
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STREET USE
ADDRESS/ 
NAME
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
COST FOR 
8 HOURS
COST FOR 
12 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM COMMENTS
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. JOSE LOURERO
80 R$ 4.00 R$ 16.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00
PRAÇA OSORIO
60 R$ 4.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 20.00 R$ 150.00
120 R$ 6.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 12.00 R$ 140.00
R. VISCONDE DE NACAR
315 R$ 3.00 R$ 8.00 R$ 100.00 R$ 132.00
R. 24 DE MAIO
35 R$ 3.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 12.00
R. ALFONSO POLI
80 R$ 2.00 R$ 4.00 R$ 4.00 R$ 6.00 R$ 8.00
SUBTOTAL FOR PRICE 5266 993 3074 984 3309 2764 3216 1485
PRICE TIMES QUANTITY 15,627 7,346 19,586 10,134 35,434 39,659 270,905 214,880
TOTAL PRIVATE PARKING 5396
NUMBER OF PAID PARKING 
PROVIDERS 52
SUMMARY
TOTAL 
FREE
TOTAL 
PAID
AVERAGE 
HOURLY 
COST
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
8 HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
12 HOURS
AVERAGE 
DAILY 
COST
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
836 4560 R$ 2.97 R$ 7.40 R$ 6.37 R$ 10.30 R$ 10.71 R$ 14.35 R$ 84.24 R$ 144.70
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APPENDIX B 
 
Parking Data for Estação Petit Carneiro (each line represents an establishment that provides parking) 
STREE
T USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST 
FOR 4 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 6 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
AV ARGENTINA
ON 242
15
8
30 2 60 80
AV AQUA VERDE
4
4
1000
14
5
100 2 5 40 80
ON 88
30
3
3
R. GUARARAPES
2
60
ON 32
5  
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST 
FOR 4 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 6 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. GETULIO VARGAS
ON 145
5
17
3
4
30
4
PARKING 16 2.5 7 8 70
GROCER
Y STORE 110 3 50 100
PARKING 105 3 12 70 115
R. PETIT CARNEIRO
ON 163
6
ON 3
R. BELTRAO
ON 17
STROBET 
LUSTRES 3
R. GUILLERMO PUGSLEY
ON 5
R. ITIBERE
ON 70
VET 4
PARKING 26 1 80   
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST 
FOR 4 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 6 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
TRAVESSURA WITHERS
ON 
STREET 34
R. HILAIRE
COPY 
STORE 3
PRIVATE 
CLUB 480
AV IGUACU
ON 
STREET 58
ON 
STREET 7
9
PARKING 85 5
4
15
R. CARNEIRO LOBO
ON 
STREET 50
2
BAKERY 40
R. XAVIER
ON 
STREET 39  
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 4 
HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. CUNHA
ON 
STREET 37
R. GRECA
ON 
STREET 21
PARKING 60 1.5 5 10 60
TRAVESSURA  C.C. PARANA
PARKING 33 1 13 80
SUBTOTAL FOR PRICE 480 116 299 345 480
PRICE TIMES QUANTITY 1094 540 2842 18650 42915
TOTAL PRIVATE PARKING 3,358
NUMBER OF PAID 
PARKING PROVIDERS 9
SUMMARY
TOTAL 
FREE
TOTAL 
PAID
AVERAGE 
HOURLY 
COST
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 4 
HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
AVERAGE 
DAILY 
COST
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
2,793 565 R$ 2.28 R$ 4.66 R$ 5.00 R$ 9.51 R$ 54.06 R$ 89.41
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APPENDIX C 
 
Parking Data for Estação João Viana Seiler (each line represents an establishment that provides parking) 
STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
AV. MARECHAL FLORIANO
ON STREET 198
3
10
2
3
7
7
6
3
4
10
2
6
8
10
2
7
9
7
SHOPPING 
CENTER 859
R. JOAO VIANA SEILER
ON STREET 65
8
10
20
20
30  
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. ROCKEFELLER
ON STREET 36
4
R. JOAO NEGRAO
ON STREET 65
R. CYRO VELLOZO
ON STREET 60
R. CAETE
ON STREET 36
100
R. JOAO PAROLIN
ON STREET 59
CAR DEALERS 80
R. DOUTOR CARVALHO CHAVES
ON STREET 118
10
10
10
6
R. ACACIO CORREA
ON STREET 67
R. JOAO BATISTA BERNO
ON STREET 43
16
R. CEARA
ON STREET 87
9
9  
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. PIAUI
ON STREET 77
2
3
AV. PRESIDENTE KENNEDY
ON STREET 13
7
15
3
6
R. TONI BUSCO
ON STREET 72
41
R. DESEMBARGADOR WESTPHALEN
ON STREET 81
3
14
7
22
7
6
4
3
3
3
4
8
2
10
12  
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. DOUTOR PAMPHILO D ASSUMPCAO
ON STREET 76
3
16
10
R. ALFERES POLI
ON STREET 41
4
2
TOTAL PRIVATE PARKING 2721
NUMBER OF PAID 
PARKING 
PROVIDERS 0
SUMMARY
TOTAL 
FREE
TOTAL 
PAID
AVERAGE 
HOURLY 
COST
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
6 HOURS
AVERAGE 
DAILY 
COST
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
2721 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A  
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APPENDIX D 
 
Parking Data for Termainal Pinheirinho (each line represents an establishment that provides parking) 
STREE
T USE ADDRESS/ NAME
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST 
FOR 4 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 6 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 8 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 12 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. DOUTOR WALDEMIRO PEREIRA
CORNER 1 MULTISTORES 21
PARKING LAVACAR 12 2 3 50
ON STREET 75
R. MARECHAL OTAVIO SALDANHA MAZZA
GAS STATION TEXACO 25
SHOPPING 
CENTER BIG 700
ON STREET 60
4
R. CAPITAO ARGEMIRO MONTEIRO WANDERLEY
TILE CO. 12
HOTEL MAXXI'S 9
HOTEL LIMO'S 13
COPY SHOP INKJETT 6
CYBERCAFE 6
ON STREET 69
AV. WINSTON CHURCHILL
ON STREET 123
ON STREET 15 MIN 3
MULTI USE 6
ON STREET
SNACK PLACE 4
2030 4
REAL ESTATE DE DEUS 30
20
12
R. MARECHAL RONDON
ON STREET 70  
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STREE
T USE ADDRESS/ NAME
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST 
FOR 4 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 6 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 8 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 12 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
RIO BONITO 25
ON STREET 73
R. JOSE PEREIRA DE ARAUJO
ON STREET 77
MULTI USE CORNER 5
HAIR SALON MORE HAIR 3
PARKING CARTORIO 50 2 10 100
LEOMAR 8
VIDEO 4
OTHER 4
ON STREET 47
STORES LOJAS PINHEIRINHO 10
VACANT 10
INFLUX 30
VACANT 3
BAKERY 10
REAL ESTATE 20
R. LEON NICOLAS
ON STREET 41
VARIOVA 30
SUPERMARKETCONDOR 90
7
CAR STEREO STORE 20
ON STREET 131
20
RUA DE CIDADANIA 50
TERMINAL 100
R. JOAO RODRIGUES P
R. JOSE RODRIGUES PI
R. ANDREA FERREIRA B
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STREE
T USE ADDRESS/ NAME
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST 
FOR 4 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 6 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 8 
HOURS
COST 
FOR 12 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. DOUTOR WALDEMIRO PEREIRA
ON STREET 75
R. JAIME RODRIGUES DA ROCHA
ON STREET 75
4
6
6
2
14
6
ON STREET 75
R. NOSSA SENHORA DO PERPETUO SOCORRO
ON STREET 51
R. ATILIO BRUNETTI
ON STREET 30
VACANT LOT 25
SUBTOTAL FOR PRICE 62 62 62
PRICE TIMES QUANTITY 124 0 0 536 5600
TOTAL PRIVATE PARKING 2521
2
SUMMARY TOTAL FREE TOTAL PAID
AVERAGE 
HOURLY 
COST
AVERAGE 
COST 
FOR 4 
HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST 
FOR 6 
HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST 
FOR 8 
HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST 
FOR 12 
HOURS
AVERAGE 
DAILY 
COST
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
2459 62 2 N/A N/A 8.6452 N/A NA/ 90.32 N/A
R. FRANCISCO RAITANI
NUMBER OF PAID 
PARKING PROVIDERS
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APPENDIX E 
 
Parking Data for Terminal Carmo (each line represents an establishment that provides parking) 
STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 6 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
TERMINAL 48
85
Church 60
R. FREDERICO MAURER
ON-STREET 88
R. WALDEMAR LOUREIRO CAMPOS
ON-STREET 80
6
3
10
5
3
R. GABRIEL CORISCO DOMINGUES
ON-STREET 17
30
520
R. NAPOLEAO LAUREANO
ON STREET 47
11
6
3
3
8
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 6 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. ANTONIO SCHIEBEL
ON STREET 92
3
10
20
3
5
10
R. SLAVADOR FERRANTE
ON STREET 16
R. TENENTE FRANCISCO FERREIRA DE SOUZA
ON STREET 50
1
3
9
15
26
AV MARECHAL FLORIANO PEIXOTO
ON STREET 82
105
13
27
20
14
10
10
12
12
10
12
13  
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 6 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
AV MARECHAL FLORIANO PEIXOTO (cont'd)
7
15
8
8
6
12
50
30
10
2
10
10
22
R. ANNE FRANK
ON STREET 86
7
4
18
50
4
16
7
5
2
4
18
5
17
2
5
38
10
10
25
25
15
12
10  
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STREET USE
FREE 
SPACES
PAID 
SPACES
HOURLY 
COST
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
COST FOR 6 
HOURS
DAILY 
COST
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
(number) (number) R$ R$ R$ R$ R$ R$
R. BOM JESUS DE IGUAPE
ON STREET 123
30
35
3
35
R. CARLOS DE LAET
ON STREET 107
14
7
4
3
3
3
2721
0
SUMMARY TOTAL FREE TOTAL PAID
AVERAGE 
HOURLY 
COST
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 
4 HOURS
AVERAGE 
COST FOR 6 
HOURS
AVERAGE 
DAILY 
COST
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MINIMUM
AVERAGE 
MONTHLY 
COST-
MAXIMUM
2588 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
NUMBER OF PAID 
PARKING PROVIDERS
TOTAL PRIVATE PARKING
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